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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


INTRODUCTION 


In April 1985, the Sociai Planning and Research Council began a 
study of the housing and support care needs of the physically disabled in 
Hamilton—Wentworth. 


To assist the research team, a Community Advisory Committee was 
established to oversee the development and implementation of the study. 
The Committee also held a number of meetings with representatives of local 


and Provincial Government housing agencies. 


The recommendations in this report reflect information analyzed 
from both the three surveys administered during the study and meetings held 


with various housing agency representatives and government representatives. 


BACKGROUND 
The basic goals of the stucy were: 


1. To determine the housing needs of physically disabled persons 
in Hamilton—Wentwor th: 

2. To determine the housing demands of physically disabled per- 
sons including the type of housing, costs, location and modi- 
fications required as well as the support services needed to 
sustain disabled persons in their housing; 

3. To profile the demographic characteristics of a sample of the 


physically disabled population; and, 


4. To identify important requirements and difficulties/problems 
of physically disabled persons when searching for housing in 


Hamilton-—Wentworth, 


For the purposes of the study, a physically disabled person was 


Gefined as; 
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A person with a medically identifiable disability 
that results in manipulation and/or mobility re- 
strictions. The disability would be severe enough 
to require modifications to a housing unit to per- 
mit community living. ‘The physically disabled 
person may need assistance from other persons with 
basic daily living activities such as eating, dres- 
sing, grooming and bathing. ‘This definition in- 
cluded those with sensory disabilities (visually 
impaired and hearing impaired). 


METHODOLOGY 


Three self-administered questionnaires were designed and imple- 


mented throughout the study : 


1) a consumer (community) survey to determine the 
needs of physically disabled persons for hous- 
ing and support care services: 


2) an institutional survey to determine if certain 
disabled persons currentiy living in institu- 
tions could reside in the community with appro- 
priate support; 


and 


a 


3) a key informant survey to determine the views of 
human service agency directors regarding the need 
for housing and support care for the physically 
disabled in Hamilton--Wentworth. 


A literature review and examination of the current 'supply' of 
housing and support care services in the Region was also undertaken dur- 


ing the study. 
STUDY RESPONSE: 


The following response was obtained from the questionnaires: 


1) Consumer (Community) Survey - 


233 returns (32 percent response) 


It should be noted that the returns from 
this particular questionnaire were divided 
into three sub-groups as follows: 
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TOTAL RESPONDENTS 
(n=233) 


/ N 


THOSE WHO DO NOT THOSE WHO DO 


WANT TO MOVE: WANT 'TO MOVE: 
SUB-GROUP A SUB-GROUP B 


(n=133) (n=:100) 


: 


| THOSE 'IN SERIOUS | 
NEED! : 


SUB-GROUP Bl 
(n=45) 


2) Institutional Survey - 
20 returns 
3) Key Informant Survey - 


29 returns (66 percent response) 


STUDY RESULTS: 


i) Consumer (Community Survey ) 


The results of the survey of 233 pnysically disabled persons 


in tne Region indicated the following: 


DEMOGRAPHICS 


° 


71 percent were between the ages of 20 and 59 (21 percent 
were 60 years and older and & percent were under 20 years 
of age)? 

° the male to female ratio was 1:1; 

° 28 percent lived by themselves (33 percent lived with one 


other person); and, 


Seam) 


Ziv, a 
| (EEF en) 


A te RK oom 


F a 
i . 


os 


a 
7 


| og Oe seeoeY TO Gt ah Bey 
| Sem OY aAW 


<SVON OF IAW 
5 Wire 
| Oy jeg) | 


L 


| Stats 1’ Seer] 
; ree ! 
. {Acie ; 
| {6 qunto-sue 
(daen) j 
~ yavare festa lie A eh i. 
sruyes OF : 
7 
- vor ue? tAoCMIG3w. yea te 
leans image 23) arses OS : 
(eve tt iniemes) gem ang bi” 
BS \ yl i wr ES [oO FoF OFF Ty Bhilai. ert 
wiiwiliol af} feteormnfk noiper sit ni 
Y Lars : 
27 tHA oes! 
or nm oe ae oe? easwesad Stee Jneozss fi bal 
Te oo nip is (iw aan sj ies) iw. 
; (ame 2o 
ja! @ow acte= ele a7 elem ait * 
evil 290 - EE? sevienmferndi gt Teel! saaseey ne * - 


mA [iAceisa Garo 


eana, 


° 48 percent had monthly fainily incomes of less than $800 
indicating that at least 48 percent live below the pov- 
erty line ($9723 annually for a l-person household). 
Furthermore, 29 percent reported monthly family incomes 
of less than $600, placing them well below the poverty 
line. 


This demographic profile was essentially the same for all three 
Suod-Groups except Sub-Group Bl ('Those in Serious Need'). This 
particular group was determined to be in great need of a subsi- 
dized housing unit and their demographic profile (compared to 


the Total Respondents) indicated thats: 


° 91 percent were between the ages of 20 and 59 (compared 
to 71 percent for all respondents); 


64 percent lived alone and 13 percent lived with one 
other person (compared to 38 and 33 percent respectively 
for all respondents); and 


oy 


82 percent had monthly family incomes of less than $800 
indicating that at least that many live below the poverty 
line (compared to only 48 percent of all respondents). 


HOUSING AND SUPPORT CARE NEEDS 
a) Those Who Do Not Want to Move: Sub-Group A (n=133) 


Of the 133 respondents who did not want to move from their 
current accommodation, a large majority (72 percent) occu- 
pied Qwellings that had little or no modifications, ‘The 
data, however, indicated that over half of this group (53 
percent) required, or could benefit from, a partially mod- 
ified unit. It appeared that many people did not feel they 
required modifications that would be helpful; many were 
able to cope without changes and, thus, viewed the modifica- 
tions as not necessary. Interestingly, 44 percent of this 
group indicated that they had not made modifications to 


their unit because they were too expensive. 
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b) Those Who Do Want to Move: Sub-Group B (n=100) 


Half of those who wanted to move from their current dwelling 
indicated that they would require a two-bedroom unit. The 
data for this sub-group clearly indicated that many disabled 
persons did not have modifications to their units which they 
needed. Respondents indicated that their main reasons for 
not moving were: the need for financial assistance with rent 
(67 percent); the need for a wheelchair accessible dwelling 
(53 percent); and the need for financial assistance for sup- 


port care (35 percent). 


At least 21 percent of this sub-group, it was determined, 
would require extensive attendant care (at least 4.5 hours 


per day) if they were to move. 


c) Those 'In Serious Need': Sub-Group Bl (n=45) 


Of those disabled persons who wanted to move from their cur- 
rent accommodation, more than half (53 percent) were consid- 
ered to be 'in serious need' of subsidized housing (i.e. 90 
points or more). As was indicated, many more of this sub- 

group, compared to the Total Respondents, were living alone 
(64 percent) and poor (82 percent). While over 40 percent 

were already in subsidized housing, 36 percent were also on 


a waiting list for subsidized accommodation. 


Two-thirds of this group required assistance with various 
housekeeping duties (compared to half of the Total Respond- 
ents). Furthermore, 22 percent required 4.5 hours or more 
per day of support care (and particularly between 10-12 


noon and 12-6 a.m. when compared to all respondents). 


ii) Insticutional Survey 


Tie results of the survey of 20 institutionalized disabled 


people (under 65 years of age) indicated that over 30 percent 
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each were living in an institution because of tneir need for help 
or for rehabilitation. Almost one-quarter of this group had ap- 
plied for housing in the community and 80 percent said they would 
like to live outside the institution given appropriate housing 

and support care. A majority (75 percent) indicated a preference 
for either a modified house or apartment with support care ser- 
vices available. A number of disabled persons (44 percent) would 
require a life skills program to assist them in independent living. 
Most would require extensive modifications to their housing unit 
if they were to move (i.e. wheelchair accessibility for all fea- 


tures) . 


If those in institutions, and wanting to move, were able to 
live in the community, a majority would require nursing and phys- 
ical therapy and assistance with toileting, dressing and washing/ 
bathing. Half would require 4.5 hours or more per day of support 
care and almost all would need assistance in doing laundry, gro- 
cery shopping and home maintenance. The availability of 24-hour 
support care or private attendant care would have a definite im- 
pact on this group's ability to live independently in the com- 


munity . 


Key Informant Survey 


The results of the survey of 29 human service agency person- 
nel indicated a large majority of service providers (86 percent) 
felt that the available housing options in the Region for phys- 
ically disabled persons were not adequate. The shortage of 
accessible rental units was most commonly cited for this view. 
The lack of attendant care to support disabled persons who would 
like to live independently was also frequently mentioned by those 


who felt housing options were inadequate. 


Almost 70 percent felt that the provision of support care ser- 


vices was inadequate. Reasons most commonly reportea for this 
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view related to both the availability (quantity) of such services 
and the high cost. More than 80 percent agreed that some physi- 
cally disabled individuals have the ability to live independent- 
ly but are not given the opportunity to do so because housing and 


support care services are inadequate. 


More than 60 percent of the respondents indicated a ‘great 
need' for the following: 


a) accessible dwellings with flexible hours of 
support care; 


b) accessible dwellings; 

c) central registry for locating accessible dwel- 
lings; 

da) financial assistance for attendant care; and, 


e) accessible public transportation. 


RECOMMENDATIONS : 


Based upon the results of the questionnaires administered during 
the study and information gathered throughout meetings with various local 


and government officials, the following recommendations are put forth: 


1.(a) THAT A POINT-RATING SYSTEM AND WAITING LIST 
(SEPARATE FROM THE FAMILY SYSTEM) FOR PHYSI- 
CALLY DISABLED PEOPLE BE ESTABLISHED BY THE 
O.H.C. TO TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THEIR SPE- 
CIAL HOUSING NEEDS. 


AND: 


1.(o) THAT THE S.P.R.C., IN CONSULTATION WITH DIS- 
ABLED CONSUMERS AND OTHER AFFECTED BODIES, 
PURSUE CHANGES TO THE POINT-RATING SYSTEM BY 
APPROACHING THE O.H.C. 


2.(a) THAT, IN ORDER TO BETTER REFLECT THE CONCERNS 
AND NEEDS OF PHYSICALLY DISABLED INDIVIDUALS 
IN THE COMMUNITY AND IN INSTITUTIONS, THE AP- 
PROPRIATE CHANGES TO THE COMMUNITY NEEDS HOUS- 
ING SURVEY FORM BE MADE BY THE O.H.C. IN CON- 
SULTATION WITH THE S.P.R.C. AND OTHER INTER- 
ESTED COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS. 


(vii) 
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AND FURTHER; 


2.(6) THAT REGIONAL COUNCIL REQUEST THE O.H.C. TO 
CONDUCT THE REVISED COMMUNITY NEEDS HOUSING 
SURVEY AND WAITING LIST ANALYSIS TO ASSESS 
THE EXTENT OF NEED AND BEDROOM MIX FOR AC- 
CESSIBLE, AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS FOR PHYS- 
ICALLY DISABLED PERSONS IN THE REGION OF 
HAMILTON-—WENTWORTH . 


3.(a) THAT ACCESSIBLE/BARRIER FREE DESIGN UNITS BE 
ACQUIRED/CONSTRUCTED UNDER THE PRIVATE NON- 
PROFIT, CO-OPERATIVE AND MUNICIPAL NON-PRO- 
FIT HOUSING PROGRAMS TO MEET THE NEED INDI- 
CATED BY THE RESULTS OF RECOMMENDATION NO. 
Zi5), 


AND; 


3.(d) THAT ALL OF THESE UNITS BE MADE AVAILABLE 
ON A RENT-GEARED-TO-INCOME BASIS. 


4. THAT THE MAJORITY OF THE ADDITIONAL ACCESS- 
IBLE UNITS THAT ARE ACQUIRED/CONSTRUCTED BE 
THE APPROPRIATE MIX OF LARGE ONE-BEDROOM OR 
TWO-BEDROOM UNITS (AS INDICATED BY THE RE- 
SULTS OF RECOMMENDATION 26) TO ACCOMMODATE 
ONE OR TWO-PERSON SIZE HOUSEHOLDS. 


De THAT ALL NON-PROFIT HOUSING CORPORATIONS BE 
REQUIRED TO ADHERE TO THE C.M.H.C. 5 PERCENT 
MINIMUM POLICY FOR ACCESSIBLE UNITS UNTIL 
SUCH TIME AS IT IS CLEARLY DEMONSTRATED THAT 
THE SUPPLY OF ACCESSIBLE HOUSING HAS REACHED 
AN ADEQUATE LEVEL IN HAMILTON-WENTWORTH AS 
INDICATED BY THE RESULTS OF RECOMMENDATION 
etd). 


6.(a) THAT THE C.M.H.C. UPGRADE THEIR MINIMUM BUILD- 
ING SPECIFICATIONS FOR ACCESSIBLE UNITS FOR 
PHYSICALLY DISABLED PERSONS. 

AND; 
6.(b) THAT THE BARRIER FREE DESIGN CENIRE IN TORONTO 


AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPISTS BE CONSULTED IN THE 
UPGRADING PROCESS. 


(viii) 
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THAT REGIONAL COUNCIL, THROUGH THE REGIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE PHYSICALLY DISABLED, 
REVIEW ALL OF THE HOUSING REHABILITATION PRO- 
GRAMS WITH THE AIM OF: 1) DEVELOPING A CON- 
SOLIDATED INVENTORY OF THE VARIOUS PROGRAMS; 
AND 2) ASSURING THAT THE PROGRAMS ARE MEETING 
THE NEEDS OF PHYSSCALLY DISABLED PERSONS IN 
THE COMMUNITY. 


THAT THE S.P.R.C. AND REGIONAL COUNCIL APPROACH 
THE O.1.C. TO PERMIT DISABLED PEOPLE TO HAVE 
LIVE-IN ATTENDANTS. 


THAT FUNDING BE GRANTED BY THE ONTARIO MINISTRY 
OF COMMUNITY AND SOCIAL SERVICES TO DEVELOP AND 
IMPLEMENT LOCAL OUTREACH ATTENDANT CARE PRO- 
GRAM(S) . 


AND: 


THAT THE ONTARIO MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY AND SO- 
CIAL SERVICES EXPAND ITS SERVICE DEFINITION OF 
THE ATTENDANT CARE PROGRAM TO INCLUDE HOUSE-— 
KEEPING ACTIVITIES. 


THAT THE ONTARIO MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY AND SO- 
CIAL SERVICES PROVIDE ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR 
A SECOND INDEPENDENT LIVING PROJECT THAT PRO- 
VIDES 24-HOUR ON-SITE ATTENDANT CARE IN THE 
HAMILTON-WENTWORTH REGION. 


THAT REGIONAL COUNCIL, THROUGH THE REGIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE PHYSICALLY DISABLED, 
INVESTIGATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF A TRANSITIONAL 
PROGRAM TO TEACH INDEPENDENT LIVING SKILLS TO 
PHYSICALLY DISABLED ADOLESCENTS AND ADULTS WHO 
REQUIRE TRAINING BEFORE MOVING TO MORE INDE- 
PENDENT SETTINGS. 


THAT THE S.P.R.C. REQUEST THE DISTRICT HEALTH 
COUNCIL TO TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTION BASED UPON 
THE RESULTS OF RECOMMENDATION NO. 10 OF THE 
LONG TERM CARE TASK FORCE REPORT (FEBRUARY 
1982) REGARDING NON-ELDERLY EXTENDED CARE. 


THAT THE RESOURCE CENTRE FOR THE PHYSICALLY 
DISABLED AT THE MAIN BRANCH OF THE HAMILTON 
PUBLIC LIBRARY TAKE ON ‘THE RESPONSIBILITY OF 
FURTHER COLLECTING, PROVIDING AND PUBLICIZING 
INFORMATION ON DISABLED HOUSING PROGRAMS, 
FUNDING SOURCES FOR MODIFICATIONS AND AVAIL- 
ABLE SUPPORT SERVICES FOk PHYSICALLY DISABLED 
PERSONS. 


(ix) 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT 


1.1 Introduction 


In late 1984, the Social Planning and Research Council of 
Hamilton and District was approached by the Regional Advisory 
Committee for the Physically Disabled to sponsor a study of tne 
housing and support care needs of the physically disabled in 
the Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth. 


In April 1985, funding was secured to hire two research 
staff people to begin the implementation of a housing and sup- 
port care study with a grant from the Canada Employment and 


Immigration Commission (Employment Development Branch) . 


To assist and guide the research staff, a Community Ad- 
visory Committee was established to oversee the development of 
the study. The membership of the Advisory Committee was com- 


posed of local human service providers and disabled consumers. 


Throughout the study, the Advisory Committee held a num- 
ber of meetings with representatives of local and Provincial 
Government housing agencies. The recommendations in this re- 
port reflect information analyzed from both the surveys admin- 
istered during the study and meetings held with various housing 


agency representatives and government officials. 


Finally, it should be noted that this particular report 
is a condensed summary and recommendations document. A full 
report containing the complete data analysis, discussion and 
recommendations is available through the Social Planning and 
Research Council. Readers wanting a more complete picture of 
the implementation and results of the study should refer to 
the full report (A Study of Housing and Support Care for the 
Physically Disabled in Hamilton-Wentworth, March, 1986). 
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1.2 Scope of Study 


study 


uy 


The goals of the research that were established for the 


Were ; 


To determine the housing needs of physically 
disabled persons in damilton-Wentworth; 


To Getermine the housing demands of physi- 
cally disabled persons including the type of 
housing, cost, location and modifications 
required as well as the support services 
needed to sustain disabled persons in their 
housing; 


To profile the demographic characteristics of 
a sample of the physically disabled population; 
and, 


To identify important requirements and diffi- 
culties/problems of physically disabled per- 
sons when searching for housing in Hamilton- 
Wentworth. 


For the purposes of the study, a physically disabled per- 


son was defined as: 


A person with a medically identifiable dis- 
ability that results in manipulation and/or 
mobility restrictions. The disability would 

be scvere enough to require modifications to 

a housing unit to permit community living. 

The physically disabled person may need assist- 
ance from other persons with basic daily liv- 
ing activities such as eating, dressing, groom- 
ing and bathing. This definition includes those 
with sensory disabilities (visually impaired and 
hearing impaired). 


1.3 Methodology 


In general, the following steps were taken during the im- 


plementation of the study: 
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Research staff conducted a review of relevant 
literature in municipalities across Ontario 
and other provinces to determine government 
directions in housing for physically disabled 
persons, 


Research staff documented the existing financial- 
ly-assisted rental housing inventory and the level 
of accessibility of units for disabled persons in 
this Region. 


Three self-administered questionnaires were draft- 
ed to survey the housing and support care require- 
ments of physically disabled persons in Hamilton- 
Wentworth, The target groups for the three ques- 
tionnaires were: 


a) consumers (community ); 
b) institutions; and, 


c) key informants. 


All questionnaires were developed with input from 
the Community Advisory Committee and Research Ad- 
visory Committee of the Social Planning and 
Research Council. 


All questionnaires were pre-tested with input from 
selected disabled persons, agency and institutional 
staff. 


Consumer (Community) sample: since there was no 
population census about disabled persons available, 
the implementation of this questionnaire was re- 
liant upon the co-operation of local human service 
agencies who provided either access or distribu- 
tion to their clients for the survey. Varying 
numbers of questionnaires were sent to agencies 

or directly to consumers depending upon client 
load and procedures regarding ‘confidentiality. 


A press release was distributed to the 'Hamilton 
Spectator', local radio stations and Cable 4 TV in 
order to cover consumers who wanted to participate 
in the study but had not received a questionnaire. 
Due to sampling limitations, the results of this 
study have not been extrapolated and, thus, only 


represent the collective opinions of the respondents. 
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10. 


Institution sample: this sample was intended 
to collect information about those disabled 
persons under the age of 65 who currently re- 
side in institutions but may have the desire 
and capability to live in the community given 
appropriate services. After contacting a 
number of nursing homes and related services, 
it was determined that the number of disabled 
persons who were under 65 with the ability to 
live independently was small. Those with 
clients who could be placed in the community 
were sent questionnaires for distribution. 


Key Informant sample: a self-administered 
questionnaire was sent to agencies who were in- 
volved with, or provided service to, disabled 
persons to solicit their opinions about the 
need for housing and support care for physically 
disabled persons. Many of the questions were 
open-ended in nature. 


Research staff collected, tabulated and anal- 
yzed the results of the three questionnaires. 


A full draft report was prepared including re- 
commendations and commented upon by the Community 
Advisory Committee and Research Advisory Committee 
of the Social Planning and Research Council. 


L.4@ Stu Results 


Be ea 


Current Housing/Support Services Supply 


Information about the supply of subsidized housing 
for physically disabled persons was derived primarily 
from the 'Register of Accessible Rental Housing for 
the Physically Disabled - Regional Municipality of 
Hamilton-Wentworth', 1985. . 


Of the 140 units available in the Region for phys- 
ically disabled persons, 115 had been classified 
according to their level of accessibility and 
characteristics. Twenty-five (25) units had not 


yet been classified by the Region. 
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Analysis of the disabled units indicated the follow- 


ing: 


73 percent of the units were in apartment 
buildings; 


6 percent of the units were single family 
dwellings; 


55 percent of the units were in apartment 
buildings designated for senior citizens; 


60 percent of the units were one-bedroom; 
27 percent of the units were two-bedroom; 


88 percent of the units were in the City 
of Hamilton and spread fairly evenly 
throughout. 


The 115 disabled units were classified by the Region 
using a scale established to define the general level 
of accessibility. The units were organized by 'type' 
and, generally, the higher the type number the greater 
the accessibility of the unit for wheelchair occupants. 
Table 1 below reflects the level of accessibility of 
the 115 classified units in the Region. 


The Table indicates that 73 percent of the units have 
a classification of Type 3 or above. These units have 
a number of features that make them wheelchair access- 
ible: 
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TABLE 1 


CLASSIFICATION OF UNITS* 


Classification Percentage 
of Units 
Type 0 (Unmodified) 3 
Typed ll 
ly pe. 2 13 
Type 3 34 
Type 4A vie 
Type 4B 1 
Type 5 (Totally Modified) os 
Total 100 


* See Appendix 'A' for a ‘Description of 
the Classification of Units for the 
Physically Disabled'. 


Many housing agencies reported no vacancies in units 
designated for the physically disabled and waiting 
lists for services. The Hamilton-Wentworth Housing 
Authority, in August 1985, reported 95 disabled per- 
sons on their waiting list and (of those point-rated), 
60 percent were considered 'in.serious need' of hous- 
ing. Victoria Park Homes Inc. reported 15 disabled 
people on its waiting list; Twenty Emerald Street 
North project reported 6 people on its list, while 
the co-operatives in the Region reported no vacan- 


cies and small waiting lists. 
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Hamilton-Wentworth has a number of support care ser- 
vices. Twenty-four hour support care service is 
provided in 13 units at Twenty Emerald Street North 
(operated by the March of Dimes as an independent 
living project). This is the only project of this 
type in the Region. ‘There are no vacancies and a 


Waiting list of 6 people. 


A number of community home support care services 
operate in the Region including: Home Care Program, 
D.A.R.T.S. transportation service, Meals-on-Wheels, 
Victorian Order of Nurses, Extend-A-Family , Visiting 


Homemakers Association and Helping Hands. 


In summary, the supply of housing units available 
to disabled persons is limited. Vacancies, when 
they occur, are few and waiting lists exist for 
units in most housing projects. Support care ser- 
vices for disabled persons appear to be operating 
at their peak. 


Consumer (Community) Survey Analysis 


The first of the three questionnaires developed 
during the study was completed by disabled persons 
in Hamilton-Wentworth. The following response was 


obtained: 


735 Distributed questionnaires 
233 Returned questionnaires 
32 Percent Response 


The survey responses (233 or 32 percent) were anal- 


yzed in four sections as the following indicates: 
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(1) Total Respondents (n=233): all responses 


analy zed 

(2) Those Who Do Not Want to Move (n=133): Sub- 
Group A 

(3) Those Who Do Want to Move (n=100): Sub-Group 
B 


(4) Those in Serious Need (n=45): Sub-Group Bl 


TOTAL 
RESPONDENTS 


(ii=233) 
fat, 


SUB-—GROUP 'A' ~ SUB-GROUP Heth 
(n=133) 


(n=100) 


y 
SUB-GROUP 'B1' 
(n=45) 


The results from the response to all the question- 
naires were first analyzed (Total Respondents: 
n=233). The questionnaires were then sub-divided 
into two groups: Sub-Group A (n=133) composed of 
those disabled persons who did not want to move 
from their present accommodation and Sub-Group B 


(n=100) composed of those who did want to move. 


Sub-Group B was then examined in further detail to 
determine how many disabled persons (wanting to 
move) were likely to be 'in serious need' of sub- 
sidized housing. Those 'in serious need' were 
labelled Sub-Group Bl (n=45). The Hamilton- 
Wentworth Housing Authority's point-rating 

system was generally applied to approximate the 


number of disabled persons who were in serious 


need of subsidized housing (i.e. 90 points or more). 
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Appendix 'B' presents a comparative summary of 


selected information and data from the results 


of the various samples in the consumer and in- 


stitutional surveys. 


i) Total Respondents 


Information analyzed from the results of all 


of the respondents to the consumer question- 


naire, (n=233) incicated the following situa- 


Lion: 


Demographics 3 


i-] 


71 percent were between the ages of 20 
and 59 (21 percent were 60 years and 
older and 8 percent were under 20 years 
of age): 


the male to female ratio was 1:1; 


38 percent lived by themselves (33 
percent lived with one other person); 
and, 


48 percent had monthly family incomes 
of less than $800 indicating that at 
least 48 percent live below the pov- 
erty line ($9,723 annually for a l- 
person household). Furthermore, 29 
percent reported monthly family in- 
comes of less than $600, placing them 
well below the poverty line. 


Housing: 


The following patterns indicate the current 


housing situations of all respondents: 


° 44 percent lived in single family dwel- 


lings (38 percent lived in apartment 
units); 


tie 36 adlueor city mot bevyisie noneemioint 
“Tabet uameico, SH of ensiinmes eit 30 


etl La’ patel ios ot} totenilal 1ffSen) eaten _ 
reeds ay 
pieuisteap stent - 
OS 20 2096 a Asowted ow sa59n0g IT * _ 


one 2uesy 0d gigw Jneortey (6) GF Bas 
They Of Tubria ers tieadeag & Ane whlo 


i4ri few Giger olemut od oleae att * - 
Ef: covinemortt « devil taeomd-e@ * 
‘(ninetay t2tld0 eno ci3iw few i 3Jrenwse 
, ute 


Romcont yliand yleiron bed dasoaeg 8b * 
$c sett mnddeziinnd OOA2 periy meal Yo 
-ven ait Walud evil gnenneg 8b zeke! 

i 6 30? vilemwm €20,0F).cal yw 
ch Nr a7t Ss , (til ose WISI) 
“ni Vi sm iihvint ieooge? tasctsd 


mors poilooiy ,008? ost seal So eemens 
-stil \Weoveg ory woled [tow 


‘pole 
Invriid wiz ate aL BT eel lngy prive Lick uty - 


- 
tatnebnogen Ls tc eaeitautin gabe 
{etnabuoges: Lis ercitausin ordesiond 7 a 
~Lowh viinn? siqutie nt bavél decoy Bb * - - 7 
ipersiege ni bowil Jaosyeg labs - 7 
jiasim . 
Oo F 1 rh 
—— «ae 


63 percent rented their current accommo- 
dations; 


almost 33 percent had one bedroom and 33 
percent had two bedrooms in their dwellings; 


82 percent lived in the City of Hamilton; 


° at least 1/5 did not have but needed various 
modifications to their kitchens (1/10 already 
had needed kitchen modifications): 


approximately 1/5 did not have but needed 
various modifications to their bathrooms 
(less than 1/5 had modifications to their 
bathrooms ) ; 


almost 15 percent did not have but needed 
other general modifications to their dwel- 
Huan oe We 

° 42 percent indicated that they had been un- 
able to make needed modifications to their 
because they were too expensive; 


68 percent did not live in subsidized hous- 
ing and 20 percent of this group were on a 
waiting list for such housing; 


32 percent were not satisfied with their 
current accommodation; and, 


43 percent indicated they would like to 
move to another dwelling because of needed 
modifications, lack of accessibility, high 
rents and/or the need for support care. 


Support Care; 


° 24 percent indicated arthritis as their 
diagnosed disability (spinal cord injury, 
cerebral palsy, multiple sclerosis and 
amputations each accounted for a further 
13 percent of reported disabilities on 
average) ; 


of the 83 percent who used a mobility aid, 
46 percent used a wheelchair full-time; 


““slightly over 1/2 indicated thatethey re= 
quired assistance with various housekeeping 
duties (e.g. laundry); 

° slightly over 1/4 indicated that they re- 


quired assistance with their personal care 
(e.g. bathing, dressing); 
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21 percent indicated they required 4.5 or 
more hours per day of support care services; 


about 21 percent each needed assistance 
between the hours of 8-10 a.m. (morning), 12- 
2 p.m. (lunch) and 4-6 p.m. (dinner) - 40 
percent were unable to anticipate the times 
they needed assistance; 


23 percent required nursing care (19 percent 
required physical therapy and 15 percent oc- 
cupational therapy ); 


84 percent had not used a relief service* 
and, of this group, 61 percent did not feel 
they needed such a service; 


85 percent depended upon family/friends for 
their needed support care (62 percent used 
D.A.R.T.S. transportation service); and, 


83 percent were satisfied with the way their 
support care needs were being met. 


ii) Sub-Group A (Those Who Do Not Want to Move) 


Information analyzed from the results of the re- 
spondents who indicated they did not want to move 
(n=133) from their present accommodation is pre- 
sented below. Since this sub-group did not want 
to move, the main reason for analyzing the re- 
sults of this group was to examine their need 


for modifications to their units, 


Demographics: 


The demographic profile of this sub-group was not 
unlike the profile of the Total Respondents except 
that fewer people (41 percent) had family incomes 
below $800 per month. This is not surprising 
Since those people with higher incomes are better 
able to find adequate accommcdation and, thus, 


more likely to be satisfied with their housing. 


* A respite service designed to give the care-provider of a disabled person 
(e.g. family member) time for a vacation or rest. 
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Modifications: 


Based upon information reported by those people 
who did not want to move, an attempt was made 
to classify the current level of accessibility 
of the respondents' dwellings against the level 


that they likely required. 


Table 2 presents the results of this assessment. 


TABLE 2 


CLASSIFICATION OF PRESENT UNIT TYPE 
AND REQUIRED TYPE 


Classification eRe hy De ee 
(%) (%) 

Type 0 (Unmodified) 43 a3 

Type 1 Pine) Li 

Type 2 12 24 

Type 3 10 Pde) 

Type 4A 2 3 

Type 4B Z 7 

Type 5 (Totally Modified) 3 Nie 

Total 100 100 


By comparing this information, it became evident 
that many physically disable’ persons did not 
have the modifications to their dwellings that 
they could use. While most disabled persons 
did not require a fully modified unit (i.e. 

Type 5), 53 percent of this sub-group did appear 
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to require the basic accessibility features 
of a Type 2 or 3 unit (such as grab bars, 


turning room for wheelchair). 


In spite of this disparity, 52 percent of this 
sub-group did not feel that modifications were 
needed to their dwelling. However, 44 percent 
felt that modifications were too expensive to 
make. It appears that while modifications 
would be beneficial for a number of disabled 
persons, many feel that they can cope without 


them and do not view the changes as necessary. 


Sub-Group B (Those Who Want to Move) 


Information analyzed from the results of the 
respondents who indicated they did want to 
move (n-100) from their present accommodation 


is presented below. 


Demographics: 


As with Sub-Group A, the demographics of this 
particular sub-group were not unlike the pro- 
file of the Total Respondents presented earlier. 
The only notable difference was that a greater 
percentage (55 percent) has family incomes of 


less than $800 per month. 


Housing: 
° 48 percent indicated they would prefer an 
apartment unit (33 percent preferred a 
Single family unit); 

50 percent indicated they would require a 
two-bedroom unit (33 percent required a 
one-bedroom unit); and, 
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° 83 percent preferred to live in the City of 
Hamilton if they moved. 


As with Sub-Group A, a comparison was made of 
the present level of accessibility and the re- 
quired level for those disabled persons who did 
want to move. The results are presented in 
Table 3. 


TABLE 3 


CLASSIFICATION OF PRESENT UNIT TYPE 
AND REQUIRED TYPE 


Classification Brest se tp hc a 
(%) (%) 

Type 0 (Unmodified) eB 6 

Type l cai ty 

Type 2 4 28 

Type 3 4 10 

Type 4A ik 5 

Type 4B Zz 2 

Type 5 (Totally Modified) 5 25 

Total 100 100 


The Table indicates that 73 percent of those who 
want to move currently live in a dwelling with 
no modifications (Type 0). If these disabled 
persons were to move, however, almost half of 
them would require a partially to fully modified 
unit (Type 3 to Type 5). Furthermore, 25 per- 
cent would require a fully modified unit (invol- 


ving wheelchair use). 
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The following items were chosen by those who 
wanted to move as the three 'most important 


items' in looking for a place to live: 


° 67 percent - financial assistance for 
rent 


° 53 percent - wheelchair accessible 
dwelling 


° 35 percent - financial assistance for 
support care 


support Care: 


By and large, the support care needs of Sub- 
Group B were not unlike those reported earlier 
for the Total Respondents. The only exception 
was that 35 percent used a wheelchair full-time 


compared to 45 percent in Sub-Group A. 


Sub-Group B was analyzed to determine how many 
disabled persons would possibly require the 
availability of 24-hour support care if they 
were to move. At least 21 percent of the re- 
spondents, it was determined, would require 


extensive attendant care (4.5 or more hours 


per day). 


Sub-Group Bl (Those in Serious Need) 


Of the 100 respondents in Sub-Group B, 45 were 
determined to be ‘in serious need' of subsidized 
housing (i.e. 90 or more points) according to 

the general application of the Hamilton—Wentworth 
Housing Authority's point-rating system. These 
45 disabled persons have been classified as Sub- 
Group Bl. 
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Demographics : 


The demographic composition of those considered 
to be 'in serious need' of housing was found to 
be considerably different than those in Sub- 
Groups A and B and different from the Total 
Respondents' profile as the following illus- 


trates: 


91 percent were between the ages of 20 and 
59 (compared to 71 percent for all respond- 
ents): 


° 64 percent lived alone and 13 percent lived 
with one other person (compared to 38 and 33 
percent respectively for all respondents); 
and, 


82 percent had monthly family incomes of less 
than $800 indicating that at least that many 
live below the poverty line (compared to only 
48 percent of all respondents). 


Housing: 


° 89 percent rented their current accommodation 
(compared to 63 percent for all respondents); 


° 41 percent currently lived in subsidized hous- 


ing and 36 percent were on a waiting list for 
subsidized accommodation; and, 


° 52 percent of Sub-Group B (Those Wanting to 
Move), when pointed using the Hamilton- 
Wentworth Housing Authority's system, were 
found to he in serious need of subsidized 
housing (1¢ferred to as Sub-Group Bl). 


Support Care: 


The support care needs of those ‘in serious need' 


of housing (Sub-Group Bl) were not unlike those 
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of the Total Respondents except for the following: 
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° 11 percent used a cane full-time (compared to 
25 percent for all respondents) and 37 percent 
used a wheelchair full-time (compared to 46 
percent for all respondents); 


2/3 required assistance with housekeeping 
duties (compared to 1/2 for all respondents); 


Sub-Group Bl indicated a greater need for sup- 
port care between 10-12 noon and from 12-6 a.m. 
than all respondents on average. 


1.4.3. Institutional Survey Analysis 


A survey of institutions, designed to determine if 
disabled persons in such settings could live inde- 
pendently in the community if appropriate support 
services were provided, yielded 20 responses. 
Slightly over half of the respondents were currently 
in the Rehabilitation Unit at the Chedoke Hospital. 


Demographics: 


Of the 20 persons responding to the survey: 
° 55 percent were currently residing in a rehab- 
ilitation hospital/unit; 


31 percent stated their main reason for living 
where they were was due to their need for help 
and 31 percent for rehabilitation; 


23 percent had applied for subsidized housing 
in the community in the past year; 


79 percent chose the City of Hamilton as their 
preferred area of residence; 


55 percent were not satisfied with their current 
accommodation and 80 percent indicated they would 
like to move (given appropriate support care and 
housing) ; 


44 percent indicated a preference for a modified 
house with support care and 31 percent preferred 
a modified apartment with support care; 
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° 44 percent indicated they would require a life 
skills program to assist them in independent 
living; 

The majority of the respondents who were in institu- 

tions and who wanted to move used a wheelchair (12 

full-time and 5 part-time). This indicated that 

they would require extensive modifications to their 

housing. Most would need an accessible unit with a 

fully modified bathroom (wheel-in shower) and most 

accessible features in the kitchen (i.e. adjusted 


countertops and lowered cupboards). 


Support Care: 
° 69 percent each required assistance with 
toileting and getting into/out of bed while 
93 percent each required assistance when 
dressing and wasning/bathing; 


50 percent required 4.5 cr more hours of 
support care per day; 

82 percent received nursing care and 82 

percent received physical therapy; and, 


94 percent indicated that they would re- 
quire support care in doing laundry, 
grocery shopping and home maintenance ath 3 
they were to move into the community. 


Half of the respondents who wanted to move required 


4.5 or more hours of care per day indicating a need 


for flexible hours for support care, the availability 


of 24-hour support care or a private attendant. 


Key Informant Survey Analysis 


The third questionnaire was administered to the di- 
rectors of a number of local human services who 
serve disabled persons. The following response was 
obtained: 
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44 Distributed questionnaires 


29 Returned questionnaires 


66 Percent Response 


The results of the survey indicated the following 


Situation: 


86 percent felt that the available housing 
options in the Region for disabled persons 
were not adequate; 


69 percent felt that the provision of sup- 
port care services were not adequate; 


83 percent felt that inadequate housing and 
support care services were inhibiting the 
opportunity for disabled people to live in- 
dependently in the community. 


Key informants were asked to rate a number of housing 
and personal support care items according to need 
(i.e. great need, some need, no need) and relative 
importance. The following six items were most 
frequently reported as indicating ‘great need' in 


the community : 


69 percent - accessible dwellings with flexible 
hours of support care; 


65 percent - accessible dwellings; 


65 percent - central registry for locating ac- 
cessible dwellings; 


62 percent - accessible public transportation; 


55 percent - accessible dwellings with 24-hour 
support care on site. 


2. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
2: Introduction 


Four main issues pertaining to the housing and support 
care requirements of physically disabled persons have been 
identified in this study: 
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(1) the availability of accessible housing; 
(2) the availability of surport care; 


(3) the affordability of accessible housing 
and support care; and, 


(4) the availability and co-ordination of in- 
formation on housing and support care 
services for physically disabled people. 


Physically disabled persons who have a disability that 
limits their mobility often encounter serious problems with 
the accessibility of conventional housing. For some of these 
individuals (i.e. the ‘walking disabied'), minor modifications 
may be all that is required to make a housing unit accessible. 
Modifications such as lightweight doors and grabrails or bars 
could make a home accessible for those persons with moderate 


disabilities. 


For the disabled person who requires a wheelchair, more 
extensive modifications are usually necessary to make a unit 
accessible. Ramps, wider doorways, relocated electrical 
switches and outlets, open space under sinks and counters, and 
adequate wheelchair turning space are basic requirements to 
make a housing unit accessible to a person in a wheelchair. 
For some physically disabled persons, an accessible unit may 
not be sufficient to allow an independent life-style. These 
individuals may also require assistance with activities of 
daily living. For them, support care services that provide 
assistance with personal care and housekeeping activities 


may be necessary. 


In addition to the availability of accessible housing 
and support care services, the affordability of both these 
items is an important consideration. Many physically dis- 
abled persons face financial restrictions due to their limited 


income from government disability allowances. 
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Finally, the number of housing programs, modification 
assistance programs and support services that have different 
qualifying criteria and locations make it very confusing and 
frustrating for a physically disabled person who needs as- 


sistance. 


The following recommendations reflect these issues, and 
they are presented as a starting point to meet the housing 
and care needs of physically disabled people in the Region 
of Hamilton-Wentworth. The recommendations are based on the 
results of the surveys, information about the Chedoke Con- 
tinuing Care Centre and the experiences gained during the 
study. They do not take into account any projections to a 


total estimated physically disabled population. 


The recommendations are divided into three sections: 
the first section addresses housing concerns and the second 
section addresses support care issues and related housing 
options. The third section addresses the need for the co- 
ordination of information on housing and support care ser- 


vices for physically disabled people. 


Housing Recommendations 
Point-Rating System 


Under the current public housing program administered 
by the Ontario Housing Corporation (0.H.C.) and Hamilton- 
Wentworth Housing Authority, there is little provision made 
for disabled people with special housing needs. The present 
selection process, whereby applicants for subsidized housing 
are point-rated based on a set of criteria, is very restric- 
tive and makes little allowance for disabled people's special 
needs (e.g. accessible unit, modifications to bedroom and 
kitchen). They are point-rated under the same system that is 


used for families; this system does not accurately reflect 
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or take into consideration the special housing needs of disabled 


; a 7 - 
Maiiso.irhom ,emeipaigq oo leuced asdeun ad? ehenet 
Srwiettib sever tadt 2o9Lve 2 iS eMETOOUW sone 


Sas ,eoeet weodt Iowlisa eno’ 1sGnamecoss wewol lot oct 
Dau oft Jour oy Integy pubvieve 6 en Sogmvessg sis vwerit 
nego off) nc sluoug teldeath Yflsoiayig 30 aboen ae bres 

wis AG based ets anotishomymece: ofl . .aowno—notlimsH 20 
“MD vAthatl> of jucds noliamioing. .2\evwe off to =tivesd 

wA9 COLtUb foatep avons ep Sid Eee one). ated pains 
& 2 aNorIneLoig mé Mucco “ond eds jon Ob yer? , youre 
NoLteliqey Ssideas yilesie ig boenttes bare 


anoLIoee suit? cint bobivih ex6 eaolseSngemoost- ont | 
bacwee ult Ere armelon etlevod aszesbbs poltose teud ode 
eniewen odelor ins aene s162 Moqque esazsiis notices 
“CO wit 362 Quen ot} eoeeorbbs noise brid) uit .enotaqe 
“tae 96S t1oqave Sng priaucel oo aoksjetictal 30 nobenipao 
» ise? beldsesd viisoieyig ot swoLv 


eles am §.$. 
Gv igtainsmbe mero piiavtod oiidog topruto, ald aebau 
“fd LumeH bie (2.1.0) MM seIeg7sO galawot obisInO ont J 
Som noletvony sltitit.al sed .yirorusA pateuel série 
inetsig oT .akoon potent Jeiosqe dviw eigesq Beldsetb 20% 
piles bosthlorue sot atnestiqgs yisriotw ,seecemg norioeloe 
-Sitjasi yoov 2c |AivediD to 168 & nO Boned Sasptesntog ow 
iniooqe &'ulqoug beldeait iw! eofewolle olstil eudam bos avis 
bas moothed o; arolyoblibom Jiw oldieassos Jo.0) eboon 
2) eft moe una ott sebaw boter-Inicg sin yort .(ndriodin 
tSulies yYLozoivoo ton 2eob mudaye eirdt -‘seblime? 10? Beay 
Doldseib Yo abson patavord Iniosge say notteteblencs otni e463 10 
7 - 


people, many of whom are single. 


During the study process, the research team and the Com- 
munity Advisory Committee, in consultation with the United 
Disabled Consumers group, began to develop a system which they 
felt would better reflect the special needs of disabled per- 
sons. This dreft proposal may provide a good starting point 
to examine needed changes to the Ontario Housing Corporation 


point-rating method. 


It is also apparent that this study is not the first to 
propose revisions to the current pointing system. In February 
1981, the provincial Standing Committee on the Administration 
of Justice produced its 'Report on the Ontario Housing Cor- 
poration and Local Housing Authorities' (4th Session; 3lst 
Parliament). Two of the Committee's 119 recommendations were 


that: 


"The Ontario Housing Corporation develop a distinct 
point-rating scale for the handicapped/disabled 
which reflects their particular housing needs and 
assigns a higher weight to the proportion of their 
income spent on rent." (Recommendation No.3l, page 
vii) 


"The Ontario Housing Corporation increase income de- 
auctions for the handicapped and other disabled 
tenants to reflect their special, costly needs." 
(Recommendation No.39, page viii) 


The human costs associated with the inadequacies of the 
current system are real. One particular case was brought to 
the attention of the Community Advisory Committee. A disabled 
man was being forced to move from his rental unit due to cir- 
cumstances beyond his control. His unit was inaccessible (on 
the second floor of a triplex) and, being confined to a wheel- 
chair, the unit posed a fire hazard for him. His washroom 


facilities were not accessible for wheelchair use. Faced with 
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this situation, he had applied for a subsidized unit. He was 
informed, however, that his application was not considered a 
top priority (i.e. placed high on the waiting list) and that 
he would have to wait for a unit - possibly for months. The 
inadequacies of the present system are quite evident for a 

man who will soon have to leave a unit which is inaccessible 
and a hazard knowing he has few housing alternatives while on 


a waiting list with 100 other people. 
It is recommended: 


1.(a) THAT A POINT-RATING SYSTEM AND WAITING LIST 
(SEPARATE FROM THE FAMILY SYSTEM) FOR PHYSI- 
CALLY DISABLED PEOPLE BE ESTABLISHED BY THE 
O.H.C. TO TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THEIR SPE- 
CIAL HOUSING NEEDS. 


AND; 


1.(b) THAT THE S.P.R.C., IN CONSULTATION WITH DIS- 
ABLED CONSUMERS AND OTHER AFFECTED BODIES, 
PURSUE CHANGES TO THE POINT-RATING SYSTEM BY 
APPROACHING THE O.H.C. 


Assessment of Community Need 


Since there is no complete demographic profile (i.e. 
Census) available of physically disabled people in the 
Hamilton-Wentworth Region, the study obtained data from a 
sample of physically disabled persons. It was impossible 
to achieve a totally random sample of all physically dis- 
abled people in the Hamilton-Wentworth Region. For this 
reason, the study could not specify the total number of units 
required for physically disabled people in the Region. 


The Ontario Housing Corporation, however, has established 
a method for determining the level of supply and demand for sub- 
sidized housing in a municipality. This determination is made 
by implementing a ‘Community Needs Housing Survey ' in conjunc- 


tion with a waiting list analysis. 
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While this housing needs survey provides a useful start- 
ing point for ascertaining the level of need, it does not, in 
the opinion of the Community Advisory Committee, always ac- 
curately reflect the special circumstances of disabled per- 
sons. Certain changes to the form should be made prior to 


implementation of the survey. 
Therefore, it is recommended: 


2.(a) THAT IN ORDER TO BETTER REFLECT THE CONCERNS 
AND NEEDS OF PHYSICALLY DISABLED INDIVIDUALS 
IN THE COMMUNITY AND IN INSTITUTIONS, THE AP- 
PROPRIATE CHANGES TO THE COMMUNITY NEEDS HOUS- 
ING SURVEY FORM BE MADE BY THE O.H.C. IN CON- 
SULTATION WITH THE S.P.R.C. AND OTHER INTER- 
ESTED COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS. 


AND FURTHER; 


2.(b) THAT REGIONAL COUNCIL REQUEST THE O.H.C. TO 
CONDUCT THE REVISED COMMUNITY NEEDS HOUSING 
SURVEY AND WAITING LIST ANALYSIS TO ASSESS 
THE EXTENT OF NEED AND BEDROOM MIX FOR AC- 
CESSIBLE, AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS FOR PHYS- 
CALLY DISABLED PERSONS IN THE REGION OF 
HAMILTON-WENTWORTH . 


Additional Accessible Housing 


The findings of the study indicate that there is a need 
for additional barrier-free wheelchair accessible units. 
Wheelchairs are required on a full-time basis by 46 percent 
of the respondents. Most of the other respondents require 
mobility aids such as canes, crutches or walkers. These 
people would also benefit from a barrier-free design unit 


(although it need not be wheelchair accessible). 


Based on the comparison of classification of units that 
respondents now live in and the classification that they re- 
quire, there is a serious discrepancy. Most of the respond- 


ents presently live in unmodified units. Approximately 50 
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percent of those who want to move require at least a Type 3 
unit which has minimal modifications to the bathroom and 
kitchen in addition to general accessibility features (i.e. 
ramps, wider doorways and electrical switches/outlets re- 


located). 


In addition to the fact that most disabled people are 
currently living in inaccessible units, most disabled people 
cannot afford to pay market rents for their housing. The 
study's findings indicate that there is a severe housing 
affordability problem for many physically disabled people. 
Almost half of the respondents (48 percent) have a gross 
family monthly income of less than $800. On a yearly basis, 
this equals $9,600 or less. The 1985 poverty line for a 
family size of one in an area the size of Hamilton-Wentworth 
(population: 100,000-499,999) was $9,723. Thus, almost half 
of the physically disabled people surveyed live below the 
poverty line in this Region. In fact, 29 percent have incomes 
of less than $600 per month*, placing them well below the 
poverty line - at least 25 percent below the one-person poverty 


line! 


The atfordability of appropriate housing is a crucial 
factor for physically disabled people. In April 1985, a 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (C.M.H.C.) survey 
indicated that the average rent for a one-bedroom apartment 
in the Hamiiton-Wentworth area was $318 per month. Assuming 
that a disabled person or family will pay 25 percent of their 
income on rent, less than 11 percent of the survey respondents 
could afford a one-bedroom apartment on the open market! A 
vast majority of disabled persons could not afford an unsub- 


Siaized apartment in this Region. Financial assistance with 


* Most of these respondents are likely to be living only on a GAINS-D 
allowance ($432 per month or $5,184 per year). 
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rent was one of the top three priorities for two-thirds of 


the respondents who wanted to move, 


In view of the evidence supporting the assertions that 
almost 51 percent of disabled people require and/or would 
benefit from a barrier-free unit, and that a vast majority 
of disabled people cannot afford to pay market rents for 
appropriate housing, the following recommendations are put 
forth: 


3.(a) THAT ACCESSIBLE/BARRIER FREE DESIGN UNITS 
BE ACQUIRED/CONSTRUCTED UNDER THE PRIVATE 
NON-PROFIT, CO-OPERATIVE AND MUNICIPAL NON- 
PROFIT HOUSING PROGRAMS TO MEET THE NEED 
INDICATED BY THE RESULTS OF RECOMMENDATION 
NO. 2(b). 


AND; 


3.(o) THAT ALL OF THESE UNITS BE MADE AVAILABLE 
ON A RENT-GEARED-TO-INCOME BASIS. 


It has been stated that there is an unmet need in 
Hamilton-Wentworth for accessible, assisted housing units. 
The question that remains is 'what type of housing is 


needed?'. 


Questionnaire responses make it possible to ascertain 
the types of housing required to meet the needs of the dis- 
abled population. Based on the demographic information 
obtained from the questionnaires, it is evident that housing 
for single disabled people is a major concern. Approximately 
40 percent of the survey respondents are unattached individ- 
uals, and many of these people live either alone or in a two- 
person household. It is, therefore, evident that a propor- 
tion of the accessible subsidized housing units to be 
acquired/constructed should be either large one-bedroom units 


or two-bedroom units. Since many disabled people require a 
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wheelchair, these units should be larger than an average 
bachelor or one-bedroom apartment. More than 80 percent 
of the respondents indicated that they require either a 


one-bedroom or a two-bedroom apartment. 


In addition to the fact that almost half the respond- 
ents are unattached individuals, most of them are between 
the ages of 20 and 59. ‘This indicates that the needed 
additional units are not for disabled children or seniors 
(although, in both cases, there is some need), but for 
Single disabled adults under the age of 60. In reviewing 
the existing housing programs, it is acknowledged that 
these single disabled individuals or married couples are 
housed under various programs. However, they are often 
housed inappropriately in a senior citizen apartment or 
in a three-bedroom townhouse. The Senior citizen situa- 
tion is not ideal because these younger adults are not 
among people their own age and the units are often too 
small to adequately accommodate a wheelchair. Also, over- 
housing an individual in a three-bedroom unit is not an 


ideal use of space either. 
It is therefore recommended: 


4. THAT THE MAJORITY OF THE ADDITIONAL ACCES- 
SIBLE UNITS THAT ARE ACQUIRED/CONSTRUCTED 
BE THE APPROPRIATE MIX OF LARGE ONE-BEDROOM 
OR TWO-BEDROOM UNITS (AS INDICATED BY THE 
RESULTS OF RECOMMENDATION 2b) TO ACCOMMODATE 
ONE OR TWO-PERSON SIZE HOUSEHOLDS. 


The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation currently 
has a policy that government-funded housing projects must 
have 5 percent of the units accessible for use by disabled 
persons, unless it can be demonstrated that the need for 


these units does not exists. 
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This study presents evidence that there is presently a 
need to increase the supply of rent-subsidized accessible 
units in Hamilton-Wentworth. In order to help facilitate 


this goal, it is recommended: 


<7 THAT ALL NON-PROFIT HOUSING CORPORATIONS 
BE REQUIRED TO ADHERE TO THE C.M.H.C. 5 
PERCENT MINIMUM POLICY FOR ACCESSIBLE 
UNITS UNTIL SUCH TIME AS IT IS CLEARLY 
DEMONSTRATED THAT THE SUPPLY OF ACCES- 
SIBLE HOUSING HAS REACHED AN ADEQUATE 
LEVEL IN HAMILTON-WENTWORTH AS INDICAT- 
ED BY THE RESULTS OF RECOMMENDATION 2 
(b). 


Barrier Free Housing Design 


Some key informants as well as survey respondents 
stated that a major problem with housing for disabled 
people is that some units are not built accessible and 
that the accessible features often do not fit the dis- 
ability. 


Community respondents cited situations where ramps 
had been built too steep for wheelchairs, heating controls 
were located too high or too low, door handles were round 
and difficult to turn and there was not enough wheelchair 
turning space in the kitchen of a supposedly ‘accessible! 
unit. Several community respondents and key informants in- 
dicated that it is important to include the disabled in- 
dividuals and appropriate health care professionals (par- 
ticularly Occupational Therapists) in the design stages of 


building projects. 


It 1S recommended: 
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6.(a) THAT THE C.M.H.C. UPGRADE THEIR MINIMUM 
BUILDING SPECIFICATIONS FOR ACCESSIBLE 
UNITS FOR PHYSICALLY DISABLED PERSONS. 


AND; 


, 


6.(b) THAT THE BARRIER-FREE DESIGN CENTRE IN 
TORONTO AND OCCUPATIONAL THERAPISTS BE 
CONSULTED IN THE UPGRADING PROCESS. 


Modifications to Existing Dwellings 


Many respondents indicated that they encountered diffi- 
culties with regards to making modifications to their homes. 
The major problems seemed to be in the areas of information 
on changes required and assistance needed to make the changes 
(i.e. What to do and how to go about it?), as well as finan- 


Cial considerations. 


The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation's Residen- 
tial Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAP) can be useful 
to some physically disabled homeowners; however, people 
seeking assistance through the program often encounter many 
restrictions. One restriction is that it is limited to use 
by people living in certain specified areas. For those 
living in areas where RRAP is available, there are other 
restrictions. Income ceilings mean that many moderate in- 
come families are ineligible. Several respondents commented 
on the dilemma faced by middle income families with a dis- 
abled member. They cannot afford to pay for housing modi- 
fications themselves but their incomes are too high to be 


eligible for a grant/loan. 


People who rent their dwellings also are at a disadvant- 
age because their landlord must participate in obtaining the 


funds and there are limiting criteria. 


Other programs are also available that provide funds 
for physically disabled people to modify their homes. 
However, each program has different locational and qualify- 
ing criteria. It is a very frustrating process to identify 
and locate the programs, fill in the required application 
forms for each end then possibly not qualify for any. 


In order to: 1) alleviate the confusion surrounding 
the guidelines/criteria of the various modification pro- 
grams; 2) extend the geographic area of service; and, 3) 
increase the income ceilings to allow more disabled persons 


to benefit from the programs, it is recommended: 


We THAT REGIONAL COUNCIL, THROUGH THE REGIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE PHYSICALLY DIS- 
ABLED, REVIEW ALL OF THE HOUSING REHABILITA- 
TION PROGRAMS WITH THE AIM OF: 1) DEVELOP- 
ING A CONSOLIDATSD INVENTORY OF THE VARIOUS 
PRCGRAMS; AND, 2) ASSURING THAT THE PRO- 
GRAMS ARE MEETING THE NEEDS OF PHYSICALLY 
DISABLED PERSONS IN THE COMMUNITY. 


Live-In Attendant Care 


The Ontario Housing Corporation's policies regarding 
the support service and attendant care requirements of dis- 
abled people are poorly defined. Disabled applicants are 
required to be able to 'cope on their own', and are not 
permitted to have an unrelated live-in attendant. The 
phrase 'cope on their own' is nebulous; there is no indica- 
tion of the amount of outside assistance individuals might 
receive before they are considered to be capable of coping 
on their own. It is our understanding that the Ontario 
Housing Corporation requires that a physically disabled per- 
son must have an outside agency or a family member to pro- 
vide for their attendant care needs, If a person is able 


to direct their own care requirements and has a private 
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attendant, they would be ineligible for a housing unit. 

This stipulation appears to be discriminatory and an in- 
fringement of both the Ontario Human Rights Code and the 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The current system dis- 
courages disabled people from maintaining an independent 


life-style. To address this issue, it is recommended: 


8% THAT THE S.P.R.C. AND REGIONAL COUNCIL 
APPROACH THE O.H.C. TO PERMIT DISABLED 
PEOPLE TO HAVE LIVE-IN ATTENDANTS. 


Support Care Recommendations 


Most of the respondents were satisfied with the way 
their support care needs were being met. Most relied on 
family and friends to take care of their needs. They also 


used a few community services when required. 


Outreach Attendant Care 


The most frequently stated reasons for not being sat- 
1sfied with support care, were that the family needed 
assistance with care or that they needed more attendant 


cares 


",..my mother does all my needs for me but she 
is getting older and is not as capable." 


"T would like an attendant to help me into bed 
at night and one available when family/friend 
on holiday." 


Present in-home support care programs cannot meet all the 
needs of physically disabled people. First, many disabled 
people require ‘after hours' assistance with personal care 
activities such as 'getting into or out of bed'. For exam- 
ple, of the 69 of 100 respondents in Sub-Group B (Those 
Wanting to Move), 13 respondents required assistance after 


6 p.m. until 8 p.m. Eleven needed help between 8 to 10 p.m. 
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and 13 needed assistance between 10 p.m. and 12 midnight. 


Also, 15 needed assistance between 6 a.m. and 8 a.m. 


Secondly , many people living in the community do not re- 
quire medical or professional services. Only 19 percent of 
the respondents require nursing care. Thus, if they do not 
require a 'professional service', they are not eligible for 
the Home Care program. They may still, however, require an 


attendant. 


The results of the institutional survey also indicated 
a need for more attendant care services. Most of the res- 
pondents required assistance with personal care activities 
and they required an average of four hours of care per day. 
Most respondents required assistance in the early morning, 
at noon and in the late evening. Present community support 
care programs do not provide service during all of these 


hours. 


The Ministry of Community and Social Services announced 
an expansion of attendant care services for severely dis- 
abled persons in June of 1984. The purpose of the Attendant 
Care Outreach program is to provide additional attendant care 
services to physically disabled adults living in the commun- 
ity. The program is designed to provide service flexibility. 
The Ministry describes for whom the services are appropriate 
in its ‘Attendant Care Outreach Program, Draft Policy Frame- 


work', June 20, 1984: 


Ud 


"persons living with their parents who, 
because of aging or some other circum- 
stances, are experiencing difficulty 
in providing total daily assistance." 


"an adult couple whereby one partner ex- 
periences difficulty in providing total 
daily living assistance to his/her dis- 
abled partner." 
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"single disabled persons who cannot ob- 
tain an appropriate level of service 
through existing visitation programs." 
(Bey 


Several agencies have made application to receive funding to 


start Outreach Programs in the Region of Hamilton-Wentworth. 


The Ministry of Community and Social Service's defini- 
tion of attendant care does not allow for the provision of 
housekeeping services. Such services could include tasks 
like banking, grocery shopping, laundry and cleaning of the 


home. 


While the attendant care outreach program is certainly 
a welcome service to facilitate the movement towards inde- 
pendence for many disabled persons, some gaps exist. Dis- 
abled persons must currently co-ordinate their homemaking 
hours with their attendant care hours even though money 
for both programs comes from the Ministry. It would appear 
to be a more effective arrangement if attendants could be 
allowed to perform certain housekeeping services where both 
services are needed. Many disabled persons cannot live in 
the community without both personal and housekeeping ser- 
vices - allowing attendants to perform housekeeping tasks 
could save the Ministry money, not to mention the improved 


service for the disabled consumer. 
It is recommended: 


9.(a) THAT FUNDING BE GRANTED BY THE ONTARIO 
MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY AND SOCIAL SER- 
VICES TO DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT LOCAL 
OUTREACH ATTENDANT CARE PROGRAM(S). 


AND: 


9.(b) THAT THE ONTARIO MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY 
AND SOCIAL SERVICES EXPAND ITS SERVICE 
DEFINITION OF THE ATTENDANT CARE PRO- 
GRAM TO INCLUDE HOUSEKEEPING ACTIVITIES. 
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Twenty-Four Hour Attendant Care 


Of the community respondents who wanted to move (Sub- 
Group B), six would require an independent living program 
with the availability of 24-hour attendant care and 12 in- 
dicated that such care would be important to them when 
looking for another place to live. Of the institution re- 
spondents who wanted to move, eight would probably require 
a 24-hour attendant care program and 10 said that such a 
program would be important to them if they were to live in 


the community . 


Also, there is a waiting list of six people for the 
existing independent living project at Twenty Emerald 
Street North. No waiting list was maintained by Twenty 
Emerald Street North until the summer of 1985. At that 
time, they opened their files and began to accept refer- 
rals from the community because of vacancies made avail- 
able through new units. They are currently no longer 
accepting referrals since the six people on their waiting 
list represent a potential wait of up to two years for ser- 


vice. 


This information indicates a need for more services 
that would provide 24-hour attendant care services. Many 
key informants also expressed the view that there is a need 
for increased availability of 24-hour support care services. 
It was the collective opinion of the Community Advisory Com- 
mittee, as well,that this need exists, based upon their 


experiences. 


It is recommended: 
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IO THAT THE ONTARIO MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY 
AND SOCIAL SERVICES PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 
FUNDING FOR A SECOND INDEPENDENT LIVING 
PROJECT THAT PROVIDES 24-HOUR ON-SITE 
ATTENDANT CARE IN THE HAMILTON-WENTWORTH 
REGION. 


While the information collected by and during the study 
indicates that funding should be granted for a second inde- 
pendent living scheme, the size of such a facility and the 
program type should be dependent upon a clearer specifica- 


tion of the magnitude of need. 


In so doing, the Ontario March of Dimes may want to 
consider opening their files again to: a) receive new ap- 
plications, and b) review applications already on their 
waiting list to determine the current status of each client. 
The six people currently on the waiting list may under- 
represent the total need in the community. Opening up the 
waiting list for applications, in consideration with the 
turnover rate experienced by Twenty Emerald Street North, 


will assist in establishing the present demand for service. 


Furthermore, the Ministry of Community and Social 
Services and potential sponsors of an Independent Living 
Project should also attempt: a) to determine if existing 
residential units could be converted for use by the disabled; 
b) review forecasting of future needs: and, c) address the 


turnover rate anticipated in such a complex. 


These factors should be fully assessed to determine the 


appropriate facility size to meet the demand in the community. 


Life Skills Training 


Other items concerning support care were mentioned by 


key informants, community and institutional respondents. 
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Fifteen respondents to the community survey and seven 
of the institution respondents indicated a need for a life 
skills program to teach independent living skills. This 


was also a concern of key informants: 


"Young adolescents need to be taught early the 
skills necessary to be independent. If they 
are not, they sit home on disability pensions." 


"Most programs only go to a certain age or stop 
when the person is away from an institution and 
in most cases that's where the person stops grow- 
a Ro 


A transitional living program could operate as part of an 


Independent Living Centre. It would emphasize the shift 


from a dependent life-style to self-dependence in directing 


one's own life and maintaining a household. The primary 
services would be skills training in such areas as attend- 
ant management, financial management, consumer affairs, 
educational and vocational opportunities, medical needs, 
functional skills, social skills, time management and sex- 
uality. The programs should be from several weeks to 


several months long. 
It is recommended: 


Ris THAT REGIONAL COUNCIL, THROUGH THE REGIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE PHYSICALLY DIS- 
ABLED, INVESTIGATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 
TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM TO TEACH INDEPENDENT 
LIVING SKILLS TO PHYSICALLY DISABLED ADOLES- 
CENTS AND ADULTS WHO REQUIRE TRAINING BEFORE 
MOVING TO MORE INDEPENDENT SETTINGS. 
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Need for Type 2* Facility 


The Annual Reports of the Placement Cotordination 
Service** from 1976 to 1982 indicate a re-occurring problem 
in placing people under the age of 60 in the community. 

The 1976 Annual Report states that the Placement Co-ordina- 


tion Service: 


",,.continue[s] to experience difficulty in 
placing the person under 60 who requires 
long-term care in a setting which will recog- 
nize the attitudes and expectations of the 
younger person and be able to provide the 
stimulus of hobbies, recreation and social 
Contacts. 


The Chedoke Continuing Care Centre offers 
a program for the young chronically ill per- 
son, but; there is no nursing home facility 
which caters exclusively to the younger 
client.” to, 11) 


The 1982 Annual Report indicates no change in this 


situation from 1976. 


In 1982, the 'Final Report of the Long Term Care Task 
Force of Hamilton-Wentworth District Health Council' 
(February 1982) addressed the need for Type 2 care for the 
young disabled. The report states the problem as follows: 


"the non-elderly segment of the extended care 
population currently occupies approximately 
6% of the extended care beds in the Region... 
Because of their age, placement in a nursing 
home may leave psycho-social needs of this 
group unmet. In addition, the Administrator 
of Assessment and Placement Service [a.k.a. 
Placement Co-ordination Service] has noted 
that many in this category refuse placement 
to a nursing home." (p.101 and p.103) 


* Not to be confused with housing 'types' previously referred to regarding 
the level of accessibility of units. ‘Type 2', in this case, refers 
specitically to the Ministry of Health's 'Patient Care Classification by 
Type of Care, 1975' for levels of support care (not housing accessibility). 

** Placement Co-ordination Service is mandated to aid in the placement of 


people who require long-term care in the institution or program that can 
best meet their needs. 
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The Task Force goes on to say that: 


"The Task Force recommends that the Health 
Council, in conjunction with the Assessment 
and Placement Service, undertake further 
study of the need for developing appropriate 
programmes/facilities for extended care 
patients under age 65." (p.103 - Recommend- 
ation No.10) 


At present, there are 106 residents of the Chedoke 
Continuing Care Centre between the ages of 18 and 60. Any 
specific proposal for community living should include the 
wishes of those members of the Centre who could benefit 


from integration into the community at large. 
Based on the foregoing, it is recommended: 


Zs THAT THE S.P.R.C. REQUEST THE DISTRICT 
HEALTH COUNCIL TO TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTION 
BASED UPON THE RESULTS OF RECOMMENDATION 
NO. 10 OF THE LONG TERM CARE TASK FORCE 
REPORT (FEBRUARY 1982) REGARDING NON- 
ELDERLY EXTENDED CARE. 


Other Support Care Issues 


Other issues were mentioned by the questionnaire re- 
spondents that are important to note but that the study did 
not focus on and, therefore, did not determine sufficient 
evidence to form recommendations, However, they warrant 


some mention. 


First, the issue of funding one-on-one attendant care 
was mentioned by some key informants. Presently, an Order- 
in-—Council must be obtained to provide this type of care, 
however this is time consuming and difficult, if not impos- 


sible, to obtain. 
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2.4 


Second, most community respondents indicated a need 
for assistance with housekeeping activities. In some 
cases, concern was expressed about paying for housekeepers 
of that, in order to obtain these services, a physically 
disabled person had to require a professional or medical 
service first. These issues were not explored further in 
the study. 


Attendant care services in the workplace was a need 


expressed by some key informants. 


Finally, some community respondents indicated financial 
concerns because of the amount of money needed to pay for 


prescriptions and spcial medical needs or aids that they re- 


guired. 


The accumulation of all of these issues and concerns 
perhaps indicates a need to study the support care model 


operating in Hamilton-Wentworth presently. 


Information Co-ordination Recommendation 


Throughout both the Community and Key Informant surveys, 
it was evident that there was a problem with a lack of in- 
formation about housing and modification programs. Also, 
because there are many different programs located at dif- 
ferent offices all with varying eligibility criteria, the 
process of first finding the information and then apply ing 


can be a very frustrating one. 


The Accessible Rental Housing Register for Hamilton- 
Wentworth provided by the Region in 1985 is now available to 
the public in several locations. One important location - 
the Resource Centre for the Physically Disabled at the main 
branch of the Hamilton Public Library (55 York Boulevard - 
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provides a great deal of useful information for physically 
disabled people and it has available special devices and 
programs to make the information accessible. It would be 


beneficial to have this Recistry publized in the community. 


Other information about housing rehabilitation pro- 
grams and support services could also be made available at 


this central location. 
It is recommended: 


13, THAT THE RESOURCE CENTRE FOR THE PHYS- 
ICALLY DISABLED AT THE MAIN BRANCH OF 
THE HAMILTON PUBLIC LIBRARY TAKE ON THE 
RESPONSIBILITY OF FURTHER COLLECTING, 
PROVIDING AND PUBLICIZING INFORMATION 
ON DISABLED HOUSING PROGRAMS, FUNDING 
SOURCES FOR MODIFICATIONS AND AVAIL- 
ABLE SUPPORT SERVICES FOR PHYSICALLY 
DISABLED PERSONS. 


CURE KG BGK KA 
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APPENDIX 'A' 


DESCRIPTION OF CLASSIFICATION OF UNITS 
FOR THE PHYSICALLY DISABLED 


The following classification scale has been established to define 
the general degree of accessibility/modifications to disabled units in the 


Region: 


Type 0 - The unit itself and/or all the rooms are not 
accessible to wheelchairs due to stairs, 
narrow doors, steep ramps and other barriers. 
The unit is most suitable for the walking dis- 
abled. 


Type 1 - The units and all rooms are wheelchair acces- 
Sible due to good access to building, elevators, 
wide doors and ramps no greater than 8% slope. 
In addition, the unit contains height modified 
electrical switches, This includes people with 
respiratory disease, heart disease and severe 
chronic pain, back and joints. 


Type 2 - This unit is wheelchair accessible and has mini- 
mal changes to the bathroom such as toilet and 
tub grab bars and an opening under the sink. 
This unit is most suitable for those who require 
walking aids, such as leg braces, canes, walkers 
and the occasional wheelchair user. 


Type 3 - The unit contains all the accessible features of 
a Type 2 unit plus having minimal modifications 
to the kitchen such as a 5' turning radius for 
wheelchairs and an opening under the sink. This 
unit is most suitable for persons who are wheel- 
chair dependent with normal to strong upper ex- 
tremities. This would include someone with para- 
plegia. However, this disabled tenant may rely 
on someone else to do the cooking. 


Type 4A - The unit has all the accessible features of a 
Type 2 unit plus: 


wheel-in shower 
modified water taps 
lowered mirror 

may have a large toilet 
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This unit is most suitable for a wheelchair 
dependent person with weak upper extremities 
who cannot use a bathtub even with assistance, 
e.g. quadriplecia due to spinal cord injury 
multiple sclerosis, muscular dystrophy of 
severe stroke. These tenants rely on others 
to do the housework and cooking. 


Type 4B - The unit has all the accessible features of 
a Type 3 unit plus: 


- modified taps in the kitchen 

- extra floor to ceiling shelves 
lowered top cupboards and lower 
cupboard 

- counter-top stoves 

- Side opening oven or microwave 
oven 


This unit is most Suitable for a disabled 
homemaker who is able to work from a wheel- 
chair. 


Type 5 - The unit is fully modified, having ail the 
accessible features of Types 1, 4A and 4B 
units. This unit is most suitable for any 
disabled homemaker who works from a wheel- 
chair but who has weaker than normal upper 
extremities. 


Source; ‘Register of Accessible Rental Housing for the Physically 
Disabled', Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth, 1985, 
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APPENDIX 'B' 


SURVEY DATA SUMMARY TABLE 


Consumer (Community) Survey Institutional 
Total Not Move Move Serious Need Survey 
t A t i B! i] BL ! 
(n=233) (n=133) (n=100) (n=45) (n=20) 
% % % % % 
Demographics : 
Under 20 years 8 8 7 4 0 
20-59 years 71 68 fis) 91 70 
Over 59 years al 24 18 5 30 
Male 50 50 49 a3 45 
Female 50 50 yh 47 S19) 
l-person household 38 36 40 64 NA 
2-person household 33 cae aS 13 NA 
3+person household 29 33 1S 23 NA 
< $800/month 48 41 55 82 83* 
< $600/month 29 24 35 62 61 
Housing: 
Single~family 44 NAC au NAC NA 
Apartment 38 NAC 48 NAC NA 
Renting 63 NAC 79 89 NA 
Ae City 82 NAC 88 NA NA 
BO Subs ae ed 32 NAC 25 41 NA 
Housing 
On Waiting List** 20 NA 23 36 24 
Support Care: 
Wheelchair (full- 46 ane 35 37 75 
time) 
4.5 or more hours/ 21 NAC 21 : 22 50 
day 
10 p.m.-8 a.m,*** 1/8 NAC 1/8 ie 2/3 
Housekeeping - 2/3 NAC NAC Zi 9/10 
Personal pee ifs NAC NAC Les 7/10 
Professional A ae NAC Lf 7d A oF | 6/10 
NA = no analysis conducted 
NAC = not applicable 
* = estimated by respondent 
** = percentage is of those who do not aiready live in subsidized housing 
*k*k = data presented as fraction not as a percentage (e.g. 1/7 = 15 percent). 


Data should only be interpreted as approximate measures. 
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